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Abstract 


Higher education is supposed to create open-minded graduates within social topics. General assump- 
tions about educational science transfer a quiet sensitive picture across in particular gender issues and 
the awareness of gender inequalities. In contrast to other disciplines, scientific debates about gender 
issues do have a long tradition, even if not always thematised as such. The curriculum of educational sci- 
ence offers a wide range of so called gender-seminars, where students can spend time on gender related 
topics and the awareness of gender equality. Women are overrepresented among educational students 
and regarding to a “new deal for young women” (McRobbie 2009), which may influence the way young 
woman and men think about the importance of gender-related topics, the question about the relevance 
of gender and gender issues for the discipline of educational studies often remains vague. According to 
this following research questions arose: how do students of educational science discuss gender issues, 
how does a de-articulation form gender issues, and how is rhetoric equality produced among university 
students of educational science. The data are based on a qualitative empirical survey composed of four 
group discussions carried out with 14 university students of educational studies from German speaking 
universities. The aim was to reconstruct and analyse both - an individual and collective - understanding 
or interpretations regarding gender issues. The findings of this study have revealed that the reflection 
of gender issues and talking about gender is somehow caught between gender equality, difference and 
usurpation. This takes into account the mechanisms and masking effects of neoliberal activation. De- 
liberations about how educational studies can handle these challenges should imply a gender-reflected 
understanding of learning and educational processes. 

Key words: gender, de-examination of gender issues, higher education, university students 


Introduction 


Many people assume that educational studies represent a gender sensitive discipline and 
that pedagogues are aware of gender inequality. But qualitative research shows that among uni- 
versity students of educational studies first an awareness of gender equality and gender related 
topics as well as second a gender sensitive perspective cannot be taken for granted. Further- 
more, gender-related topics are not the most popular and most prestigious subjects in the scien- 
tific field (cf. Schliiter & Justen 2009). The French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu (2005) pointed 
out that gender issues and equality seem to require defence or justification. Some people think 
that there is no need anymore to talk about gender. In the discourse of seeing gender equality 
as a major achievement, modernity provides a strong normative background for ignoring and 
delegitimizing social inequalities based on gender in modern societies. In fact, it seems that the 
area of gender discrimination itself has changed. Angelika Wetterer, a German feminist soci- 
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ologist explains this phenomenon by describing it as a paradoxical situation. She has observed 
a big gap between how people act in regard to gender roles and equality in everyday life and 
what people really think and say about it. In a common sense, people think that gender equality, 
equal rights and equal partnerships are already a social norm although they do not live up to 
them. Wetterer (2003) refers to this as a “rhetorical modernisation“, just like “gender scepti- 
cism” (Knapp 2008: 297) or “myth of equality” as Maria Funder (2005) calls it, can affect how 
university students speak and think about gender. There may be a difference between what they 
say and how they actually act. 

Nowadays one sees a wide variety of so-called gender seminars in the field of higher 
education. Even if one works on the assumption that a study means a “conjunctive space of 
experience” (Bohnsack 2006: 280f.; Mannheim 1980), the question still remains as to whether 
this space builds the basis for talking about gender or modernisation processes (cf. Wetterer 
2003), or rather covers it up. Angela McRobbie (2009), a British feminist cultural theorist has 
pointed out that today young women are confronted with “new gender discussions” (p. 9) and 
that they have been offered a “new deal for young women” (p. 87) which may influence the 
way young woman and men think about the importance of gender-related topics. Thus, what 
looks like a result of personal choices and individual decision-making is, in fact, affected by the 
academic environment and social patterns. In other words, there is a certain disciplinary norma- 
tive understanding of science, which prevents a subject like gender to be integrated. But on the 
other hand, social relations also exercise a certain power over the acting subjects. This is why 
we think that it is also necessary to focus on the everyday lives and practices of people. For us, it 
was important to ask the question as to how university students evaluate gender issues and how 
their ways of thinking about gender-related topics are influenced or, even more basic, how these 
attitudes were developed in the first place. This is why two different analytical levels are used: 
the academic and the everyday lives of university students. These considerations are influenced 
by the ideas of Pierre Bourdieu (2005). He argued that social structures and individuals would 
interrelate. Both are constitutively linked together. But before a short overview of Bourdieu’s 
habitus concept is given an explanation of how we conceptualise academia as well as educa- 
tional studies as a part of it all will be shown. 

Following Joan Acker’s (1999) approach, it can be assumed that academia and its struc- 
ture is not, in fact, gender neutral. The same holds true for social structures and social processes. 
The American feminist sociologist states that an organisation, or any other analytical unit, is 
gendered. That means that advantages and disadvantages, exploitation and control, action and 
emotion, meaning and identity, are structured by the distinction between male and female, mas- 
culine and feminine. Gender is not an additional sub-category of on-going processes, which are 
generally referred to as “gender neutral”. Rather, it is an integral part of those processes, which 
cannot be properly understood without an analysis of gender itself (Acker 1990). Gender is im- 
plied in the fundamental, on-going processes of creating and conceptualising social structures. 
It is obviously a constitutive element in private life relationships, but implicitly it helps to frame 
the underlying relations of other institutions, including complex organisations like academia. 
Gender is a constitutive element of organisational logic and structure. 

The intention was not to analyse academia as a gendered organisation, but to use this 
concept of academia to investigate its influence on university students in their way of think- 
ing about gender. In other words, there is a certain disciplinary norm in the understanding of 
science that shapes and creates opinions of university students on topics such as gender. Acker 
(1997) has said that gendered processes are not only concrete activities, i.e. what people do or 
say, but also how they think about these activities. Now this is what is really interesting: both 
the actions of university students and their way of thinking about, and evaluating gender related 
topics, is influenced by gendered processes and reflects academic structures. 

The habitus-field concept of Pierre Bourdieu here serves as a theoretical background to 
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seize how mechanisms and function modes of the scientific field affect individual ways of inter- 
pretation and collective thinking about gender relations and gender-related topics. Bourdieu has 
argued that a set of fields will inform and limit practices from a meta perspective. First of all, 
the distinction between habitus and field is a tenuous one. A habitus is formed over time but is 
also formative itself. It is a site for the reproduction of the belief in the reality of a given social 
field, a belief by which that field is sustained. But the habitus also generates dispositions which 
are credited with making the social subject act in relative conformity with the ostensibly objec- 
tive demands of the field (Butler 1999). How does the habitus work? The habitus does not take 
effect in the generation of dispositions alone; the field acts out its demands as well. It is only 
on the condition that a feeling for the game is developed, a feeling for how to operate within 
the established norms of the social field that the habitus is built up. The habitus presupposes the 
field as the condition of its own possibility and existence (cf. Butler 1999) and, in this research, 
questions of which conditions are constituted by Educational Studies (as one example for the 
academic field) to think about gender, or to form an opinion appeared. 

It is for this reason that in the following transformations of gender debates within edu- 
cational studies will be discussed. This is one aspect of the university students’ background. 
Another one is the social gender discourses. Therefore, one has to differ between theoretical 
scientific perspectives within (educational) women’s and gender studies and social gender dis- 
courses. 


Current State of Research: Transformations of Gender Debates in Educational 
Studies 


Regarding the transformations of gender debates, it is important to distinguish between 
(a) theoretical scientific perspectives within (educational) women’s and gender studies and (b) 
social gender discourses. 

(a) Theoretical gender debates 


By now, a wide range of gender theories and research approaches exist. Gender — as the 
main object of research — is discussed in the field of tension between gender equality and gender 
difference, or even up to the point of undoing this category. In the early 1970s, approaches of 
socialisation built the programmatic political frame to discuss critical women’s issues. During 
the 1980s, this approach differentiated between empirical and theoretical aspects, leading to 
the concept of gender-related socialisation (cf. Dausien 2006: 22f.). This model distinguishes 
between female and male in order to be aimed at a decreased level of polarisation between 
the genders. As a result, the latter point has been subject to criticism; different valuation of 
gender tends to intensify and reproduce instead of nullify (cf. Breitenbach/Hagemann- White 
1994: 256). Bettina Dausien, a German educational researcher, summarised the criticism on 
the concept of gendered socialisation in three points: (1) the methodological problem of re-nat- 
uralisation and re-ification, (2) the theoretical construction and too strong focusing on gender 
differences, and (3) the assumption of a clearly stable gender identity. From these critical points 
arose the existing paradigm shift (valid until now) towards constructivist and de-constructivist 
approaches. Both try, in different ways, to take corrective measures regarding the idea of the 
gendered socialization paradigm (cf. Dausien 2006: 25). Although there is this change, it seems 
necessary to pick up the socialisation-related thoughts again within this research to illustrate 
their potential for gender and social critical research. 

While the socialization paradigm focuses on demonstrating that gender is more a social 
category than just biological fate, nowadays terms like intersectionality, interdependence and 
queer studies aim at different concerns. Although there is a wide variety of discussions about 
gender differences within gender studies, a sense of mutuality can be found thinking of Simone 
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de Beauvoir’s assumption: “one is not born a woman, but becomes (...)” (cf. Villa 2008: 201). 
With this in mind, the concept of gender has to be seen as a category of social differences and as 
a way of social-cultural being and existence (cf. Maierhofer 1995: 108). In this way, the recog- 
nition of various sexualities and gender identities is associated; and this, in its turn, allows for a 
continuum of different ways of (co-)existence, beyond femininity and masculinity. At the same 
time, gender is recognised and understood as a result of social allocation of importance; gender 
binarity is already structured as a patriarchal hierarchy. Gender identities and sexualities are 
socially constructed and a constitutive structural element and reproduction of the dominating 
heterosexual discourse and norms. Although, the research does not focus on individuals identi- 
fying as male and female, it is necessary to understand gender identity not as being something 
stable, but as something fluid. Therefore, the phrase ways of existing and being refers to an 
understanding of (gender) difference as positive and not hierarchical, allowing the possibility 
that various genders and gender identities can and should exist (cf. ib.: 172). 

Moreover, within gender studies, questions about modernisation and the relevance of 
gender relations are increasingly being discussed. Angelika Wetterer, for example, has noted 
that the contemporary state of research is characterised by contradictions, disruptions and non- 
simultaneity (cf. 2003: 288), which will be discussed later on. She has also identified a rhetori- 
cal modernisation for the present time, which appears to be some orientation on gender equality 
in discourses and language but not within the everyday life practise. 


(b) New gender debates and discourses within the society 


In consideration of a common denominator about the “idea of equality” (Koppetsch/ 
Burkart 1999: 193), i.e. looking at gender and gender relations as social inequalities, seems out- 
dated (cf. Rendtorff 2005: 34f.). Despite the fact of the much celebrated two-sex relaxation in 
media (man vs. woman), it appears that everyday life practice is still strongly characterised by 
heteronormative samples. Biological interpretations of relationship and family models, gender 
roles and sexual orientations are still booming. They build the basis for (re) structuring pro- 
cesses of gender differences as well as for hierarchical gender systems (cf. Klinger/Kagerbauer 
2013: 129). 

According to what was said above, Angelika Wetterer referred to simultaneity of mod- 
ernisation processes, the change of gender differences and their reformulation in structural 
persistence. She described how society handles the coexistence of equality and inequality as 
well as the gap between convictions, and how individuals act. She summarised this process 
by calling it a rhetorical modernisation, appearing in discourse and language but not within 
the everyday life practise (cf. Wetterer 2006: 12). Individuals tend to dissolve this contradic- 
tion through de-examination of inequality, which does, however, not solve the problem. Thus, 
gender hierarchy is excluded and invisible in the speakable repertoires (cf. ib. 2003: 290). 
This means the reaction about the discrepancy between convictions and acting is cloaked in 
secrecy about still consisting inequalities (cf. ib.: 286). Referring to Cornelia Koppetsch and 
Giinter Burkart (1999), Wetterer described the mechanisms as being reverted to this process, 
as a “logic of discourse” (ib.: 298). Here the term inequality can be understood as a “result of 
a free and aware decision” (ib.) for which individuals are responsible; so structural problems 
get personalised and individualised. This paradoxical situation means that, within the logic of 
practice, social inequalities continue to exist and, that based on the logic of discourse, rhetoric 
equality dominates. 
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Methodology of Research 


Based on the thesis that de-examination about gender related questions is clasp a rhetoric 
modernisation and a new deal for young women; the research concentrates on the assumption 
that all university students are members of this space of experience and all make the same or 
similar experiences. These familiarities constitute a binding element between individuals and 
forms a collective layering of experiences (cf. Schaffer 2012: 142), and can be taken as the basis 
for talking about gender. 

The presented data is based on four group discussions (one gender heterogeneous and 
one gender homogeneous groups per university) with 14 educational studies students (2 male 
and 12 female; 7 bachelor and 7 master students; between their 2nd and 13th semesters, the 
youngest person was 21 and the oldest was 45 years. The questioned students volunteered for 
the group discussions and they did not know that the main topic would be about gender-related 
issues. Thus the students did not think out themselves’ as specially gender affine. The composi- 
tion of the groups followed the principle of “real groups” because they normally have the same 
base of experience (Przyborski/Wohlrab-Sahr 2009: 113). The smallest group consisted of two 
students and at the biggest five students took part. The discussions were named wood, fire, wa- 
ter and a metal (cf. Klinger 2014: 157ff.) and were analysed using the documental method by 
Ralf Bohnsack (ib. 2008: 134ff.). There exists a variety of publications about group discussions 
and the document analysis method (cf. for example Bohnsack 2008, Przyborski/Wohlrab-Sahr 
2009), thus not further explanations will be given. The transcription is orientated on the rules of 
“talk in qualitative social research” (TiQ) (ib.: 166f; Bohnsack 2008: 235). 

The group discussions were held at two German speaking universities, which both in- 
clude (trans-) disciplinary dimensions of structured implemented gender aspects in their edu- 
cation. Participating university students there have the possibility (within and outside their 
major subject) to deal with gender and gender relations. At both universities, centres for gender 
research and feministic science offer classes (cf. Klinger 2013: 101f.). Following the results 
of the research will be shown based on four statements from the held group discussions. The 
common understanding and individual development of attitudes in regard to gender related top- 
ics are to be reconstructed and analysed. The focus of this analysis lies on the question of how 
individuals interpret and understand their experience within the academic field, and how these 
interpretations are significant for their actions and their way of thinking. Through analysis, it is 
possible to see that university students act in order to comply with rhetoric modernisation; thus 
they represent a social conjunctive space of experience. 


Results of Research 
(A) How and in which ways student discuss about gender issues 


Results of the research show that among students gender related topics seemed to be 
less compatible and discussable then other topics that concern social inequality. For example, 
individual contributions concerning gender from participants of the group discussion remained 
as not reflected comments and went without apparent notice of the others. For example, in 
the group metal (5 bachelor students, 4 female, 1 male, between 21 and 45 years) one student 
criticised the androcentric contents of a class and the lack of comprehensive gender-sensitive 
contents within the curriculum. This critical point remained an individual point of orientation 
within the group; none of the other participants shared her critique but told her that this is not 
what she is supposed to learn during her studies. A similar example was recognised in another 
group (water) consisting of three female master students between the age of 23 and 26. One 
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participant spoke about her interest in analysing gender issues and how she first developed this 
interest. She described it by saying “I attended this class coincidentally, (...) it was on gender 
and education, (...) then I found it kind of interesting (...)”. There were no responses and no 
shared interest recognised. Within the group discussions gender topics seemed less compat- 
ible and discussable. Only after the discussion moderator introduced the topic again and thus 
established it, the groups started to talk about gender and unfolded a discussion addressing a 
topic such as: 

* Positive and negative experiences with gender lectures 

¢ Gender issues are dominated by woman issues 

* Opinions and discussions which are perceived as too extreme (gender sensitive lan- 
guage, women only groups, feminism movement now a days) 

¢ Educational studies as a female dominated field 

¢ Homosexuality of male students 

¢ Female pedagogues are not as well respected as their male colleagues, especially in 
their working fields. 

¢ Appreciation and depreciation of femininity 

* Questioning the necessity of gender-sensitive language 

* Questioning the discrimination of woman 

¢ Importance and possibilities of gender issues for social work and social pedagogy 

¢ Unimportance and limitations of gender studies within educational studies 

* Relevance of discussing gender binary and gender roles 

¢ Reproduced gender stereotypes and gender binarity 

¢ Gender as an obsolete category when it comes to social inequality 


The main result of the research is that university students do not have an established cul- 
ture of discussing gender related topics, nor do they have a collective stock of knowledge about 
gender issues acquired through their studies. It is striking that gender hierarchy and feminist 
approaches are not discussed and individualisation of success and failure seems to be the new 
credo. 


(B) De-articulation forms of gender issues 


The group discussion of six bachelor students (wood) was driven by the idea that women 
have already achieved the aim of gender equality. It became clear in this context that university 
students do not have an established form and culture of discussion, nor do they have a collective 
stock of knowledge about gender issues through their studies. It seems that aspects of the new 
deal for young women rather conceal the study than allow for a conjunctive space of experi- 
ence. The following excerpt illustrates McRobbie’s thesis that achievements of feminism are 
recognized and are included in our everyday life and yet, at the same time, the highlighting of 
gender issues is refused because equality appears to have been obtained (cf. McRobbie 2012: 
32). 


(Group: wood) 
Luan: Sometimes | think, I mean we are all in a privileged situation, that for us some 
female beings have achieved something, (...) and I think in our everyday life at university, I 


don’t have the feeling to have to justify something, about women and men, I mean; and female 
students and male students, or so. (...)1 
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Luan then highlighted the orientation that women today live in a “privileged situation” 
and that they have “achieved something”. At this point Luan recognized the achievements of 
early generations of women; but it is conjecturable that she did not see the necessity to insist on 
gender differences because today at least at the university everything seems better and egalitar- 
ian. 

The following statement about gender-inclusive language2 and the discussion about it’s 
relevance is exemplary for all group discussions. The quoted discussion (wood) was held with 
five bachelor students. The discussion about gender sensitive language is especially important 
because in general German speakers and writers traditionally use masculine terms, nouns and 
pronouns in situations where the gender of their subject(s) is unclear or variable, or when a 
group to which they are referring contains members of both sexes. But since a few years there 
is an ongoing discussion about the relationship between our language use and our social reality. 
People argue that women or other sex are erased from language that makes it easier to maintain 
gender inequality. But the results of the research show, the questioned students do not share this 
point of view. 


(Group wood, begin line 1273) 


Loris: so, the “Schiiler” [male pupil], and then hyphen below, and then “innen” [last syllable for 
the German grammatical ending for female pupils] 
Luan: Lyes? 
2725 Lreally? I have never seen this before. 
Luan: Lreally? 
Tomke: Li Me neither. 
Loris: Because, i heard (laughing) 
Luan: Lwhy? 
Loris: it is because, because then all are included, even the ones who don’t know 
Luan : Lif 
they are female or male 
Loris : Lyes, that’s right. 
Luan : Lall right. 
Loris: that they are also included (laughing). 
Luan: Lthe third gender 
Robyn: oh my god, that’s so punctilious. 
Loris: (laughing) 
Tomke: from gender management to diversity management (2) 
(murmur and deep exhalation through the group) 
Luan: then I think it is exhausting. 
(laughter) 
Robyn: I think is very exhausting in education science to discuss such minor things for 
nothing. 


Loris brought in new aspects, namely that there existed more than two genders and two 
gender identities and that they could easily be included in the language. This stock knowledge 
had not been given to all participants, and it was not the collective orientation of the group and 
therefore not visible in the sense of the reactions described by Robyn, Tomke and Luan. Ac- 
cording to Robyn, “oh my god, that’s so punctilious” lies an implicit rejection. The term “that” 
could refer to a way of writing (hyphen below) and to mention the possibility of a third gender. 
Further rejection could be interpreted by audible murmur and a deep exhalation through the 
group. Luan summarized her statement by saying, “I think it is exhausting”’and thus distances 
herself also thereof. Final Robyn showed her rejection by said, it “is very exhausting in educa- 
tion science to discuss such minor things for nothing.” In the context of gender issues raising 
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awareness through language seems to be unnecessary and for nothing. Unlike other categories 
which result in social inequality. 

In the following quote two students from the same group (wood) talk again about the 
importance of using a sensitive language but this time towards handicapped people. In this 
regard Robyn clarified the importance to reflect and discuss the different meaning of the terms 
and its implications. 


(Group wood, begin line 1325) 

Robyn: Yes, no, but I have to say, nevertheless I liked the class, because there are lots of things 
which have to be discussed, because there is something there. 

Loris: LY think with all 
these terms it’s a matter of terms in general, that humans get designations, I think the 
criticism about this is, well, that’s the reason why I think it is important to talk about 
it. Because a handicapped person is a human being and the handicap should not be in 
the foreground, therefore I think the discussion about terms and a sensitive language is 
important here. 

Tomke: yeah, that’s right. Also about attentiveness, raising awareness. 


In the spirit of this example, Robyn elaborated that she liked the class “nevertheless”, 
saying, “... because there are a lot of things, which have to be discussed“. Here she distin- 
guished between topics which had to be discussed, i.e. important topics and unimportant ones 
(although she did not explicitly say so). These relevant issues, thus differed from unimportant 
ones “because there is something there” and is therefore not only theoretical but also practical. 
Loris took up the question about relevance of issues and asked for a discussion of “terms in 
general”. For her, the debate about terms was necessary, because “‘it is important to talk about 
it’. As an example she used the term for a handicapped person, saying that the discussion about 
terms was important. Tomke validated this through expanding the discussion about “creating” 
awareness. In this way she clarified how important it is to discuss terms because often complex- 
ity and ambiguity of terms would get lost in the linguistic usage, or would remain unconsid- 
ered. 

In a comparison of the excerpts of gender-inclusive language and in relation to other 
categories of difference, there seemed to be an ability to reflect. Furthermore the comparison 
between the two examples about gender-inclusive language and the relevance of discussion 
about terms illustrates the difference within (critical) analyses regarding categories of inequal- 
ity. Characteristic of all groups seemed the tendency to represent ‘moderate’ opinions and to 
dissociate from and reject ‘extreme’ positions and over-focussing on gender issues. They think 
of gender-including language, feminism and highlighting of gender as main category of in- 
equality as one-sided and discussed as “‘too extreme” within the groups. 

The next section shows how university students link up the ‘equal issue’ and the repre- 
sentation of women and men — in educational studies the numbers of female students is much 
higher — with the idea that gender equality und feminist’s aims have indeed come true. 


(A) Orientation on rhetoric equality 


The group fire consisted of two bachelor students and out of this discussion a “kind of 
rhetoric equality” (McRobbie 2009: 18) was able to be drawn. It became obvious that the par- 
ticipants had its discussion against the background of the assumption that gender equality has 
been achieved and therefore (feministic) interventions and criticism on (patriarchal) dominance 
relationships was no longer necessary. 
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(Group fire, beginning line 529) 


Alex: I also assume that for us, well, in our age nobody thinks this is important; there may be 
some people, but they are a minority who are willing to push this. (...) we know why 
it is like this, but principally we also know that it lies way behind us, I mean, the topic. 
Do we really need to discuss it and bring it up again? (...) it is like something banal 
where you could think: it is getting annoying. That’s my impression right now. 

Nikita: Yes, I always have the feeling that the ones who insist on it, principally ... [mean like 
a point @emancipation is@ that (also) women have to be explicitly mentioned, ... 
unconditionally the female form of the word, but like I said, for me it doesn’t play any 
role at all, (...) 

Alex: I would feel the same if I would read in a paper about male or female therapists or 
pedagogue [which, in German, is indicated by a gender specific grammatical ending] 
that I know from my everyday experience, there are female and male ones, (...). [and] 
in the end it’s open to all who they choose. 

Nikita: Yes, I agree. 


Alex decided for herself that the value of the orientation of gender-inclusive language 
was not important and would limit her perspective to a certain age group or generation. As far 
as age was concerned, she indicated implicitly that it depended on the generation. The debate 
about gender-inclusive writing and speech was said to be found in the same frame of impor- 
tance like today’s equality and early discrimination (“lies behind us”) issues. The participants 
counted themselves among a ‘younger’ generation and they failed to see the importance of a 
gender-inclusive language by saying only minorities would push the issue. For them, gender 
equality and emancipation seemed (at least within the labour market) as achieved, and they 
seemed to think a pursuing demand for it was “banal” and “it getting annoying”. The university 
students made clear that they were already emancipated and felt they were having equal rights. 
By feeling addressed in the generic masculine, they felt validated in terms of emancipation and 
gender equality. They verbally asserted gender equality. Through calling the generic masculine 
‘right and normal’ they emphasised, though, that gender-inclusive language was a formal re- 
quirement which had to be met in an academic manner. 

The logic of this excerpt can be summarized like this: For Alex and Nikita, emancipation 
and gender equality is already achieved, and so this chapter seemed closed for the younger gen- 
eration. They identified the reached equality within the opportunity for women to work “‘in the 
end everyone can make their choice”. According to that, all options would then be open for men 
and women alike, which would lead to an individualisation of success and failure. Problems, 
discrimination and obstructive social structures seem nothing to speak of. All group discussions 
distinguish between early situations and nowadays. In doing so, the university students at- 
tempted to clarify that today women feel emancipated and treated as equals. Self-determination, 
autonomy and gender equality are part and parcel of young women’s everyday life knowledge. 
Unlike in earlier times, they emphasized, today for women and men all possibilities are open. 
They make gender and gender issues a subject of discussion, but through highlighting the ‘ear- 
ly’ times, a lack of necessity is implicated, and in conclusion this leads to a de-examination. 


Conclusions 


On the basis of the empirical analysis of the four group discussions (wood, fire, water and 
metal) it has become obvious that an educational study cannot be sure to find that the awareness 
of gender as a professional and scientific issue can be taken for granted. Moreover, the find- 
ings have revealed that the relevance of gender (issues) is increasingly becoming disconnected 
from a critical policy analysis and tends to overlook a gender inequality. The research shows 
that gender issues and gender related topics are very difficult to talk about because all questions 


ISSN 1822-7864 


PROBLEMS 
OF EDUCATION 


IN THE 21* CENTURY 
Volume 60, 2014 





109 


PROBLEMS 
OF EDUCATION 


IN THE 21* CENTURY 
Volume 60, 2014 





Sabine KLINGER, Ines FINDENIG. Making Gender a Subject of Discussion - A Mission (Im) Possible in the 21th Century?! Students 
of Educational Studies as an Example within the Context of Academia 


about gender hierarchies, feminist approaches and systematic discrimination are excluded. If 
university students talk about gender they speak about (a rhetorical) gender equality. Special 
about the field of educational students is the high proportion of women. In all group discussions 
this serves as an argument that a talk about gender issues and gender inequality is not neces- 
sary. Students assume that because of the high number of female students3, there is no need to 
discuss gender based discrimination. But this does not mean that individuals did not experience 
discrimination. The idea that there is no discrimination against women due to the static over- 
representation of women leads the impression that the relevance of the social category gender 
no longer needed in educational studies. Moreover, gender is extensively practiced as a stable 
bipolar concept, and much of its understanding remains not reflected. Unreflexive practising 1s 
thus consequential in professional work. 

Deliberations about how educational studies can handle these challenges should imply 
a gender-reflected understanding of learning and educational processes. As part of the study, it 
seems useful to benefit from the critical and empowering potential of pedagogical processes. 
Therefore, it appears to be necessary to use enhanced gender-reflected teaching concepts for 
strengthening the university students’ behaviour and their relationship to social and pedagogical 
contexts. New Concepts for classes are important, which analyse and work on gender issues 
without missing to consider the triad consisting of theoretical, pedagogical-practical and criti- 
cal (biographical self-) reflection. On the one hand, considering new neoliberal discourses and 
structures and, on the other hand, thinking of transforming social conditions, it seems expedient 
to pursue the question about de-examination of gender and gender hierarchies to expand the 
previous thoughts with a perspective about socialisation. This means the high importance of 
highlighting the socialisation function of social reference groups and their common language 
as a main aspect of socialisation practice. Focusing social reference groups allow looking closer 
into the de-examination of gender within participation forms, as well as recognition, discrimi- 
nation and power relations. With this in mind in times of neoliberal reductions, new debates and 
negotiations about socialisation of gender de-examination have to be considered. 
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(Endnotes) 


1 The citations from the group discussions have been translated from German to English 
with an attempt to keep the content the same as much as possible. 

2 In German, the generic masculine/exclusively male language is/can be used to express 
all human beings “‘without distinguishing them by a characteristic so little worthy of being 
made the main distinction as that of sex. This is more than a defect in language; tending greatly 
to prolong the almost universal habit, of thinking and speaking of one-half the human species 
as the whole“ (cf. Jacobs 1851: 216f.). Gender-inclusive language, gender-inclusive language, 
or gender neutrality is a form of linguistic prescriptivism that aims to eliminate (or neutralize) 
reference to gender in terms that describe people. In this section the university students discuss 
about the necessity of gender-sensitive language. 

3 In Germany for example in 2011 76% of pedagogy students are female (cf. Faulstich- 
Wieland/Horstkemper 2012:194) 
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